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vrittis is 'he antahkaraaa, Just as the ground or locus for
the fire is the piece of iron, just as the mirror is the ^asraya'
for the face, just as the water in a glass is the medium of
reflection for the moon. Svch an antahkarana is taken to
be conditioning or delimiting the self.  It is considered to
be that which brings <ibout the adhyasa on the self. Such
an entity which is distinct from the mind is nowhere to be
found, you cannot take ihe antahkarana to be non-differ-
ent fiom the buddhi also.   For Akshapada's aphorism
clearly states that buddhi is a synonym of 'upalabdhi' and
jnana. You cannot also say that the buddhi knows (janati)
while the self comprehends (upalabhate); for the admission
of a differen between Snows' and comprehends9 would
compelese to accept two distinct entities having these two
functions. Hence there is no antahkarana,

Reply : The intellect separates the evolved ahankara
from consciousness which is the not-self and the Vedantins
speak of ahankara under the names of antahkarana, manaSs
buddhi, and aham pratyaya, for they accept the "vijnana
sakti visesha^ in this consideration.  When they accept
the parispanda sakti the same evolved form is treated as
^prana'.

There is the sruti passage " "Budher gunenalma gu-
nena caiva aragramatro hy avaropi drishteh".    Here
Buddhi is taken to be a substance since it has the nature of
evolving. Again in the Sruti text - "yada pancaiva liyante
janani manasa saha, buddhis ca nengate tatra param, atma"
nam asnute^. Here again Buddhi is the asraya of ^ceshta*
and is thus conprehenned to be a substance,

In "Vijnanam yajnam tanute" we find a separate and
distinct mention of the self which is 'anandamaya".   This